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1:33 p. m

MODERATOR  CAMERON: Good afternoon,
everyone, and wel come to the NRC s public neeting. MW
nane i s Chip Caneron, and I’ mthe special counsel for
public |iaison at the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmm ssion
It’s my pleasure to serve as your facilitator for
today’s neeting. Andinthat rolel’ll try to assi st
all of you in having a productive neeting today.

Today’s neeting is on the draft
envi ronnental inpact statenment that the NRC has
prepared to assi st the NRCin nmaki ng a deci si on on an
application torenewthe |icense at the G nna nucl ear
power plant. And this application was submtted by
Rochester Gas and El ectric.

And | just wanted to take just a coupl e of
m nutes to go over sone of the neeting process issues
before we get into the substance of today’s
di scussi on.

Internms of objectives for the neeting, we
want to make sure that we clearly explain to everyone
what the |icense renewal process is all about, what
the role of environmental reviewis in that |icense
renewal process. And nost inportantly, in ternms of

information to give you a summary of what the NRC has

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

found in the draft environnmental inpact statenent.

The second obj ective is to hear fromyou,
anybody who wants to give us any advice or
reconmendations on the |icense renewal process and
specifically the draft environmental inpact statenent.
And | do want to enphasize the informati on aspect of
the neeting, because we're also requesting witten
comment s on the draft environnmental inpact statenent,
but we wanted to be here with you today to talk to you
in person and anything that you say today, anything
you give us in comments will be, will have the sane
weight as a witten coment.

W' re transcribing the neeting. Mary Ann
i s our stenographer and that will be a witten record
of the neeting that will be avail able not only to the
NRC for purposes of evaluating comments, but also to
the public. And you may hear things this afternoon,
either fromthe NRC or from nenbers of the audi ence
that will give you information that wll either
per haps stimulate you to submt a witten coment or
to help you to prepare your witten conments. So if
there’s anything that you don’t understand that we
don’t clearly explain to you, please ask so that we
can try to get you that information.

The format of the neeting matches the
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objectives in terns of providing information. W’'re
going to have some NRC presentations for you on
various issues, and I’'Il go through those in a m nute.
And then after each presentation or each two
presentations, we're going to go out to you to see if
you have any questions that we can answer for you.
Second part of the nmeeting is for us to
listento any formal comments that you may have and i f
you want to nmake a conment, there is a yellowcard in
the back that we’d like you to fill out. And that’s
not a requirement. |If you want to cone up and speak,
that’s fine. But it just gives us an i dea of how many
peopl e to expect during the formal comment peri od.
And that | eads ne to the ground rul es for
today’s neeting, which are very sinple. If you want

to say anything, ask a question, please, just signal

me and 1’1l bring you what the NRC s staff has told is
a wireless mcrophone. And we’'ll get you on the
record. If you can just give us your nane and

affiliation, if appropriate, and ask your questi on and

we'll try to get an answer for you. And when we get
to the -- particularly when we get to the forma
comment part of the neeting, | just ask everyone to

try to be as concise as possi ble so that we can nake

sure that we hear from everybody who wants to speak
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| don’t think that we have a whol e | ot of
peopl e this afternoon who want to tal k, so that gives
us a little bit nore flexibility tinme-w se. But
usually | use a guideline of five to seven ninutes,
but as |I’ve said that’s not any sort of a drop dead
gui del i ne because we do have tine this afternoon. |
want to just tell you what the agenda is so you know
what to expect, and give you a little bit of an idea,
bi ography on sonme of our speaks so that you know what
their expertise is.

W' re goingtostart injust a nonment when
" m done with John Tappert, who is right here.

And John Tappert is the Chief of the
Envi ronnmental Review Section within our Ofice of
Nucl ear Reactor Regulation. And John and his staff
are responsible for overseeing the environnental
reviews that are done, not just on these types of
| i cense renewal applications, but for any issue that
deals with reactors, where the NRC needs to | ook at
environmental inpacts before they make a deci sion on
a particular issue.

Internms of background, John has been with
the NRC for approxi mately 12 years. He was a resident
i nspector and t hese peopl e are particularly inportant

to the NRC because they are the ones who are at the
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reactors. They live in the community and they make
sure that NRCrequirenents are being foll owed. Before
that, he was in the nucl ear Navy. He has a bachelor’s
degree i n Aer ospace and Cceanogr aphi ¢ Engi neering from
Virginia Tech and a master’s degree in Environnental

Engi neering from Johns Hopkins University.

John is going to give us a short wel cone
and then we’'re going to go to two nmenbers of the NRC
staff who are going to give you an overview of the
| i cense renewal process.

The first person that we’'re going to hear
fromis M. Russ Arrighi, whois right here. He' s the
project manager for the safety review on the G nna
Li cense Renewal Application.

And then we’re going to go to Bob Schaaf
who is the project manager on the environnental
review, which is the specific focus of today’s
meeting. Then we'll go on to you for any questions
that you m ght have about process.

In terms of Russ’ background, he’ s been
with the NRC for about 14 years. He was also a
resi dent inspector. Li ke John, Russ was at the
M1l stone Power Plant in Connecticut and also the
Pil gri mPower Pl ant i n Massachusetts. Before the NRC,

he was at the Norfolk Naval Ship Yard as a test
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engineer, and he has a bachelor’s in chemca
engi neering fromthe University of Rhode |Island, and
we' Il have Russ up there in a mnute.

Bob Schaaf is right here and Bob has been
with the NRC for about 13 years al so. He has served
as project manager in our office of Nuclear Reactor
Regul ation in operating reactors in the environnental
section. He also worked at the Naval Ship Yard, the
Charl eston Naval Ship Yard in engineering and he has
a bachelor’s in mechanical engineering from Georgia
Tech.

So after we get done with process, we're
going to focus on the heart of the discussion today
and that is the findings in the draft environnmental
i npact statement. And to present that, we have Duane
Neitzel who is right here. And Duane is the team
| eader for the group of expert scientists that the NRC
has doing the environmental review for the G nna
Plant. Duane is a fish biologist. He's been with
Paci fic Northwest Lab for about 32 years. He has a
bachelor’s in zoology from the University of
Washington and a Master’s in Biosciences from
Washi ngton State? Washington State University.

After Duane is done, we'll go back out to

you agai n for questions and then we’'re going to go to
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a special subject in the draft environnmental inpact
statenent, and that’s sonet hing cal | ed severe acci dent
mtigation alternatives. And they're called SAMAs.
We have Mark Rubin fromthe NRC staff with us who is
going to do that presentation. And Mark is a Section
Chief in the probabilistic safety assessnment branch,
again, Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation at the
NRC. And he’s been at the NRC for 27 years, primarily
wor ki ng i n sonmet hing that’ s cal |l ed probabilistic risk
assessnent, and | think when you hear fromMark t oday
you'll get a better wunderstanding of what that
particul ar expertise is. He has a Master’s and
Bachel or’ s of Science in Nucl ear Engi neering fromthe
University of California in Los Angeles, UCLA. He's
a nenber of the Anerican Nuclear Society, the
Probabi listic Ri sk Assessnment Standards Conmittee.
Wth that, | would just like to thank you
all for being here. W have alot of experts fromthe
NRC and our expert consultants. W have people from
our O fice of General Counsel. | would just urge you
to after the neeting, if you have questions, get to
know them talk to them And keep in touch, if you
have questi ons or concerns. W' |l give you sone phone
nunbers and addresses today and we do have sonet hi ng

called an evaluation form | think formally it is
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called a feedback formwhere we try to find out how
we're doing in public neetings. So it is at the back
table and if you could just fill it out and | eave it
with us if you re so inclined. It already has a
netered stanp so to speak on it. You can just drop
themin a mail box.

And with that, I’mgoing to ask John to
come up and wel cone.

MR. TAPPERT: Thank you, Chip. Good
afternoon and wel cone. As Chip said, my nanme i s John
Tappert and |’ mt he Chi ef of the Environnmental Section
in the Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. And on
behal f of the Nucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion, | would
like to thank you for taking tinme out of vyour
afternoon today and participating in our process.

| wouldliketo briefly go over the agenda
and purposes of today’ s neeting.

First of all, we're going to provide a
brief overviewof the entirelicense renewal process.
Now this includes both a safety review, as a well as
t he environnmental review, whichw Il be the principal
focus of today’s neeting. Then we’'re to provide you
t he resul ts of our environnental inpact statenent that
was devel oped to assess the inpacts associated with

extendi ng the operating |icense of the G nna nucl ear
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power plant for an additional 20 years.

Then we’ ||l provide you sone information
about the bal ance of our review schedul e and how you
can submt comrents after today’ s nmeeting, and then
the nost inportant part of today’s neeting, which is
to recei ve any comments t hat you nmay have t oday on our
draft and environnental inpact statenent, or EIS.

But first 1’dliketo provide sone general
context on the license renewal programand why we're
here t oday.

Next slide.

(Slide change.)

MR. TAPPERT: The Atoni c Energy Act gives
the NRC the authority to i ssue operating |licenses to
comerci al nuclear power plants for a period of 40
years. For the G nna nuclear power plant, that
operating license wll expire in 2009. Qur
regul ati ons al so made provisionis for extendi ng that
operating | i cense for an addi ti onal 20 years as a part
of a license renewal program and RGXE has requested
renewal for G nna.

As part of the NRC s review of that
application, we developed an environnental inpact
statement . As part of that environnental inpact

statenent process, we held a public neeting here | ast
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fall to seek early public input in our review. As we
i ndi cated at that earlier scopi ng neeting, we returned
here now today to present the findings in our draft
envi ronnental inpact statenent. And again, the
principal purpose of today’'s neeting is to receive
your conments on that draft.

Wth that brief introduction, I'dliketo
ask Russ to provide sone nore insights onthis safety
revi ew.

MR. ARRIGHI : Thank you, John. As John
mentioned ny nane is Russ Arrighi. 1’mthe project
manager for the safety review of Gnna s |icense
renewal application. Before discussing the |icense
renewal process and the safety review, I'd like to
talk a little bit about the NRC, the Nuclear
Regul atory Commi ssion and its role in |licensing and
regul ati ng nucl ear power plants. The Atom c Energy
Act of 1954 authorized the NRC to regulate civilian
use of nuclear material. The NRC mission is
threefol d, to ensurethe adequate protection of public
heal t h and safety, to protect the environnent, and to
provi de for common defense and security.

NRC consi sts of five comm ssioners, one of
whomis a chairman. They're also with the NRC staff.

The regul ati ons enforced by the NRC are i ssued under
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Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regul ati ons, which we

call 10 CFR.  Excuse ne.

As John nmentioned, the Atom c Energy Act
provided for a 40-year |license term for power
reactors. But it also allowed for |icense renewal
The 40-year termis based primarily on econonic and
anti-trust consi derations rather than safety
limtations.

As a result, sonme of the conmponents
weren’t designed to operate, designed to | ast greater
t han 40 years. And operating experience denonstrat ed
that sonme mmj or conponents such a steam generators
didn’t last that long. For that reason, a number of
utilities had to replace maj or conponents, and since
components and structures can be replaced or
reconditioned, aplant’s lifeisreally determ ned by
econom ¢ factors.

Again, the operating license for G nna
expires i n Sept enber 2009. Rochester Gas and El ectric
Cor poration has applied for and requests aut hori zati on
to operate G nna up to an additional 20 years.

Now I'd like to talk about |Iicense
renewal , which is governed by the requirenents of 10
CFR part 54 or the license renewal rule. This part of

t he code of federal regul ati ons defines the regul atory
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process by which a nuclear utility applies for |icense
renewal . The license renewal rule also incorporates
10 CFR part 51 by reference. This part of the code
provides for preparation of an environnental inpact
statenent. The license renewal process involves a
safety review and environmental inpact eval uations,
pl ants i nspections, and are reviewed by the Advisory
Conmittee on Reactor Safeguards, or ACRS

The ACRS is a group of scientists and
nucl ear experts who serve as a consulting body to the
Conmi ssion. The ACRS perforns an i ndependent review
of the application in the staff’s safety eval uati on.
And they report their findings and recommendati ons
directly to the Comm ssion.

Next slide, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. ARRIGH : The next slide illustrates
a two parallel process for license renewal. The top
part talks about the safety review, which I'm the
proj ect manager for and t he bottomsection tal ks about
t he envi ronnment al revi ewwhi ch Bob Schaaf wi Il di scuss
| ater.

The safety review involves the staff’s
review of the technical information in the

application. Toverify w threasonabl e assurance t hat
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the plant can continue to operate safely during the
ext ended period of operation. The staff assesses how
t he appl i cant proposes to nonitor or manage the agi ng
applicable to passive long-lived structures and
conmponents that are within the scope of I|icense
renewal and docunents its assessment of the
ef fectiveness of the Applicant’s prograns inthe SER

So we do the review, the safety review,
and we put out an evaluation in a safety eval uation
report.

Nowt he current regul ationis adequate for
addressing active conponents, such as punps and
val ves, which are continually challenged to revea
failures and degradati on such that corrective actions
can be taken to resol ve them The current regul ati ons
are al so adequate to al so address ot her aspects of the
original |icense such as security and energency
pl ani ng. These current regul ati ons al so apply during
t he extended period of operation.

The ACES then would get the safety
eval uation report where they do an i ndependent revi ew
and again, they review the application and they
provide their report directly to the Conm ssion. The
safety review also includes inspections, on-site

i nspections by the regional -- I'’msorry. The safety
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revi ew process al so i nvol ves two or three i nspections
whi ch are docunented in NRC i nspection reports, and
they' re performed by regi onal inspectors. Again, at
the bottom of the slide of the environnmental review
process, the environnmental review which involves
scoping activities, preparation of adraft suppl ement
to the generic environmental inpact statenents,
solicitation of public conmments on the draft
suppl enent, and then the issuance of a fina
supplenment to the generic environnental i npact
statements, and Bob Schaaf wi |l discuss that further.
The decision to renew an operating
license, the NRC considers the safety evaluation
report, the ACRS report, the inspection reports, and
al so t he NRC Regi onal Adm ni strator’s recomrendati on.
Agai n, the Regional Admi nistrator is aware of the day
to day operation of the plant and he has an i nput and
a say on whet her or not the Iicense shoul d be renewed.
The license renewal process also allows
for hearings. In Septenber of 2002, the NRCissued a
Federal Register notice to announce its acceptance of
RGE s application for renewal. Its notice also
announced t he opportunity for public participationin
the process. There were no petitions to intervene,

no petitions were received by the staff.
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This concludes ny summary, and now |’'d
like to turn the mc over to Bob Schaaf.

MODERATOR CAMERON: kay, thank you very
much Russ. And we’'re going to Bob and then we're
going to go out to you for questions. W’re getting
sonme static on the transcript with this mc so why
don’t youtry this one and we’ll seeif that’s better.
Bob Schaaf, the environmental review..

MR. SCHAAF: Thank you, Jim Thank you
Russ. 1'd like to wel come everyone this afternoon
Your participationis appreciated. It is aninportant
conponent of our environmental review process.

Once again, nmy nane is Bob Schaaf. [|’'m
the environnmental project mnmanager for the G nna
license renewal application. I’ m responsible for
coordinating the efforts of the NRC staff and the
contractors from the national |abs to conduct and
docunent the reviewof RGE s application for |icense
renewal at G nna.

NEPA, the National Environnmental Policy
Act was enacted in 1969. The act requires all federal
agencies to use the systematic approach to consider
envi ronnental inpacts during certain decision making
proceedi ngs regarding maj or federal actions. NEPA

requi res that we exam ne the environnental inpacts of
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proposed actions and consider mtigation neasures,
whi ch are actions that can be taken to decrease any
environnental inpacts identified.

NEPA also requires that we consider
alternatives to the proposed action and that we
eval uate the i npacts of those alternatives. Finally,
NEPA requi res that we di scl ose all of this information
and that we invite public participation to eval uate
it.

The NRC has determined that it wll
prepare an envi ronment al i npact statenent for requests
to renew plants’ operating |icenses. Ther ef ore,
following the process required by NEPA, we have
prepared a draft environnental inpact statenent that
describes the inpacts associated with operation of
G nna for an additional 20 years.

The draft environnmental inpact statenent
was i ssued at the end of June. The neetings today are
bei ng held to provide an overview of our prelimnary
concl usions and to recei ve your comments on the draft.
This slide describes the objective of our
environnental review as defined in our regulations.
Sinply put, we’'re trying to determ ne whether the
renewal of the Gnna license is acceptable from an

envi ronnent al st andpoi nt, whether or not that option
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is exercised, that is, whether or not the plant
actual Iy operates for the additional 20 years, will be
determined by others, such as RGE and state
regul atory agenci es. It will also depend on the
out cone of the safety review described previously by
Russ.

(Slide change.)

MR, ARRI CHI : This slide shows with a
little nmore detail the process for environnental
review of the G nna |license renewal application. W
received the application at the end of July of I ast
year. W issued a notice of intent, which was
published in the Federal Register in COctober of |ast
year. This notice infornmed the public that we were
going to prepare an environnmental inpact statenent,
also referred to as an EIS, and invited the public to
provide comments on the scope of our environnental
revi ew.

In Novenber of |ast year, during that
scoping period, we held two public neetings in this
areato receive public cooments on the scope of i ssues
that should be included in the EIS for the G nna
i cense renewal . Alsoin Novenber, while we were here
for the public neetings, we went to the Gnna site

with the teamof NRC staff and personnel fromseveral
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of the national |aboratories with backgrounds in the
specific technical and scientific disciplinesrequired
to performour environmental review

We fam liarized ourselves with the site,
met with RGE staff to discuss the information
submitted in their license renewal application. W
revi ewed environnental documentation maintained at
site and we exam ned R&E s environnmental eval uation
process. |In addition, we contacted federal, state,
and local officials, local service agencies, and
Native American tribes with potential historical ties
to the plant area to gather information for our
revi ew.

At the close of the scoping comment
period, we gathered up and considered all of the
comments that we received. Many of these coments
contributed to the docunent we are here to discuss
today. In Decenber of |ast year, we issued requests
for additional information to ensure that any
information that we relied on in preparing our draft
i mpact statenent and t hat had not been i ncluded in the
original application was submitted for the public
record. At the end of June of this year, we issued
the draft environmental inpact statenment for public

conment .
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This was issued to supplenment 14 to the
generic environnental inpact statenent regarding
license renewal, because we rely on the findings in
the generic inpact statement for part of our
concl usions. Duane Neitzel will provide additiona
detail about the relationship between the generic
i npact statenent and the G nna suppl enent as part of
his presentation.

The fact that we refer to the suppl enent
as a draft does not mean that it is inconplete. It is
considered a draft because we are at an internediate
stage in our decision making process. W’'re in the
m ddl e of a second public cormment period to all owyou
and ot her menbers of the public, as well as state and
federal agencies, to reviewour prelimnary findings
and concl usi ons and provi de any comments you nmay have
on the report. After we gather these comments and
evaluate them we may find that we need to change
portions of the environnmental inpact statenent based
on those comments.

The NRC will make any necessary changes
and then i ssue a final environnental inpact statenent
related to | i cense renewal for G nna. Currently, our
goal is to issue that docunent in February of next

year.
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This concludes nmy overview of the
envi ronnental review process. W can now entertain
any questions regarding the processes described by
Russ and nysel f.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Ckay, great. Thank
you. Thank you, Bob. Thank you, Russ. Do we have
some questions on process before we get into the
substance of the draft environnental inpact statenent?
If there’s anything that isn't clear, please ask and
we can al ways go back for questions after the formal
comment period too if sonmething comes up. Ckay,
great.

Vell, let’s hear about the findingsinthe
draft environnental inpact statenent.

Duane, are you ready?

MR NElI TZEL: Yes.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  All right. And this
i s Duane Neitzel.

MR. NEI TZEL:  Thank you. My nanme is
Duane Neit zel. | am the |aboratory lead for the
devel opnent of the suppl enental environnental inpact
statement for the license renewal at G nna. " m
responsi bl e for coordinating the efforts of the staff
inthe national | abs in the conducting of this review

|’ mgoi ng to di scuss the i nformati on gat heri ng process
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t hat we used, the conposition of the reviewteam and
t he process we used for review, the informationinthe
applicant’s environnmental review report, and then
di scuss sone of the results and di scuss the results of
t he suppl enental EIS.

If you look at in the mddle of this
graphic here, we refer to the SEIS. That’'s a
suppl ement to anot her inpact statenment that has been
devel oped, which is the generic environnmental inpact
statement for license renewal. That inpact statenent
has been prepared, reviewed, and accepted by and
publ i shed by the NRC.

As we go to each one of the power plants

that request a renewal of their license, then we
suppl ement that CEIS and for brevity we call it the
SEIS. And sol’'ll be referring tothe SEIS, whichis

t he supplenent to the CGEIS t hroughout mny talk.

You see the arrows pointing to the SElI S?
That’s where we get the information. The license
renewal application, this was prepared by Rochester
Gas and Electric. Part of that I|icense renewal
request i ncluded an envi ronnental report. They | ooked
at all these issues that we | ooked at. They provided
information about their operations, about the

envi ronment, and about those effects. That was a big
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part of the information that we had to review. W
al so, the staff audit was nentioned. The NRC staff
and the National Laboratory staff went to the site,
| ooked at the facility, |ooked at the operations,
| ooked at records. W did that |ast Novenber.

W took that information. That went into
the SEI'S. Your comments fromthe scopi ng neeting and
fromot her corments t hat were sent i n were consi der ed.
W also nmet with state and |ocal agencies, sone
federal agencies related to the managenment of these
resources in this area. Got their comments, asked
t hemwhat their concerns were on each of those i ssues.
Then we put that information together.

Next slide, please

(Slide change.)

MR. NEITZEL: This is to give you sone
i dea of the teamthat was brought together to eval uate
each one of these issues. W had scientists and
engi neers that are experts in atnospheric sciences,
| and use, aquatic and terrestrial ecol ogy, radiation
protection, hydrology and water quality, socio-
econoni cs, historic and archeol ogi cal resources. All
these individuals reviewed this nmaterial. Sone of
them are here tonight or this afternoon and they are

here t o answer your questions, discuss the revieww th
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you, and talk to you, if you have any questions
They’ Il be around. They have a tag on |ike this and
with their name and i dentifying themas nmenbers of the
Paci fic Northwest National Laboratory.

Next slide.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. NEI TZEL: Sonme nore on the process
t hat we used and back to these words, GEI S and SEI S.
The generic environnmental inpact statenent | ooks at a
whol e range of activities, issues, and cone up with 92
di fferent aspects of operationinthe environnent that
needs to be assessed, |ooked at those and ended up
with two categories. Category one issues and cat egory
two issues.

Cat egory one i ssues are i npact statenents
where we’ ve | ooked at the potential inpact at all the
pl ants operating inthe United States and conme to the
conclusion that no matter where you are that you get
t he sanme inpact statenent.

There are a little over 20 of those that
are category two i ssues. There it was determ ned t hat
you coul d not say that the inpact statenment i s going
to be the sane at every site. And those were then
determ ned that you had to do a site-specific analysis

to address those. So we had these category one,
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category two issues. These issues were not ignored
when we | ooked at the site-specific information at
d nna. They’re all there. It’s just that this
category one, category two hel ps us focus on those
i ssues specific to G nna.

One of the other things that |’mgoingto
be tal king about alittle bit nore is we did | ook for
new information that mght say that this inpact
stat enent needs to be further evaluated and go into a
site specific evaluation. So this process leads to
this site-specific perfornmance.

W al so | ooked for newissues -- is there
something out there in the 90 some issues that have
been |isted and identified and available for you to
|l ook at? |s there something new here, sonething we
haven’t seen before and does that need to be
eval uated, yes or no. But all that information then
goes into our analysis.

Next slide.

(Slide change.)

MR, NEI TZEL: Wien we | ooked at these
i ssues, |looked at the operations, |ooked at the
possibility of 20 nore years of operation, then we
have to say what is the |l evel of inmpact. And we used

three inpact levels in our conclusions, small,
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noderate, and | arge. These definitions are consi st ent
with the Council on Environmental Quality and NEPA
gui dance. The NRC regul ati ons have specific netrics
and definitions of how for each of these activities
how t hey can be rated as small, noderate, or |arge.

Qui ckly, the small inpacts are you can’t
see any change fromthis activity and there is no | ong
termor del eterious to that resource. Mderateis you
m ght be able to see a change, but it is not going to
have an inpact on that, deleterious Iong termeffect
on that resource. And the large inpacts are you can
see the inpact, you can neasure it, and it does
actual Iy change the, has the potential to change t hat
resource. The exanple that | always |ike to deal with
is fisheries because that’s ny background. |If one of
these activities at the site you could actually
nmeasure changes in the popul ation or changes in the
habitat fromw t hdrawi ng wat er or di schargi ng heat ed
wat er, but it wasn’'t changing the popul ation. There
was a | ot of habitat. The habitat of the area wasn’t
totally effected. You coul d see that change, but that
woul d be a noderate inpact.

| f you coul dn’t see them coul dn’t neasure
t hat change, and there was no |long termi npacts that

woul d be smal|. Large is where you coul d actually see
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nunbers of fish being taken out of the environnent or
significant parts of the habitat being changed. So
there wasn’'t available to these fish and that was
going to have a long terminpact on the popul ati on,
then that would be a | arge inpact.

But for each of these categories, for
soci o-econom c, environnental justice, radiation
wor ker protection, each of these we went through and
| ooked at is that inpact small, noderate, or |arge.
So the next slide

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. NEI TZEL: |1'mgoing to tal k about sone
of these categories, | wish | had a slide here and for
the next time | dothis, but it’sinthe draft that we
brought along. | wish | had listed all 92 of those
i ssues because |’ mnot dismissing them |I'’mtryingto
keep this focused on a few of the itens and how we do
this. This Iist of all 92 issues and which ones are
category one and which ones are category two are
avai | abl e here, summarized, we can tal k about that.
So I’mnot ignoring other things. |’mjust focusing
for this discussionon what we're goingto tal k about.

One other point | want to make real
quickly is when | tal k about conclusions, those are

really prelimnary conclusions. This is a draft.
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These conclusions are going to be reviewed further.
So the conclusions of the staff will come out in the
final SEI'S, not here. So if I say conclusion, here
prelimnary contlussbon.

| guess next I’m going to focus on the
cool i ng systemand how we eval uat ed t hat and | ooked at
that. So would you go to that?

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. NEITZEL: Here's a picture, a north
facing picture of the plant, the | ake out here. Water
is withdrawmn from the |ake and di scharged into the
| ake, and we |ooked at the issues related to
entrai nment, inpingement, and heat shock for the use
of that water for operating the plant. And our
prelimnary findings are that the inpacts fromthe
cooling water related to each of these i ssues is smal
and that no additional mtigation is required.

As Bob nentioned, one of the things we
| ook at is are these resources being i npacted and are
potential inpacts for these resources, is the
operation occurring in such a way that those inpacts
are mtigated or | essened?

VWhen water is withdrawn into the system
here, there is a series of screens to keep debris and

stuff out. Fish can potentially get entrainedinthat
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wat er, inpinged on that screen. Are those screens
operated in such a way, are the gaps in the screen
such that they mnimze or elimnate the fish that are
killed or entrained or inpinged?. Those are
mtigation activities and we reviewed those things.

The pl acenent of the i ntake structure, is
that such to minimze the entrai nment of fish? Is the
pl acenment of the heated water discharge such to
m nimze inpacts to fishery habitat? And we’ve
concluded that there is no additional mtigation
required related to the issues w thdraw ng cooling
water. And so we did this kind of thing for each one
of those issues, went through and made t hese ki nds of
determ nations and | ooked at mtigation.

The next exanpl e that | want to tal k about
is the radiological inmpacts. This is a category one
i ssue. You get to the same conclusion for all plants
and so the site’'s specificity is related back to the
generic environnental inpact statenent. But because
it is often a concern of the public, 1'"mgoingto take
just a mnute and discuss how we deternm ne that
there’s no new information that is related to the
radi ol ogi cal inpacts for the plants. And we | ooked at
t he radi ol ogi cal effluent rel ease nonitoring program

during our site visit. W |ooked at how t he gasses
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and liquid effluents were treated and rel eased.

Then we al so | ooked at the solid waste,
which is not released. It is treated, packaged, and
shi pped el sewhere for disposal. This information is
inthe SEIS, in the draft SEI'S, and we | ooked at how
the applicant, RG&E, how they determned and
denonstrated their conpliance with these regul ati ons.
W | ooked at five years of records, reviewed themwi th
the applicant and then they gave us access to those
records and we reviewed themin the draft SEI'S, and we
| ooked at the how the applicant, RG&E, how they
determ ned and denonstrated their conpliance wth
t hese regul ati ons. We | ooked at five years of
records, reviewed themwith the applicant and then
t hey gave us access to those records and we revi ewed
t hem

Qur expert fromLaw ence Li vernore | ooked
at those records i ndependently and revi ewed t hem and
| ooked at these things, cane up with the no new
signi ficant i nformation, no change fromthe concl usi on
that’s in the GEIS. Thank you.

Anot her area that was in that flow chart
that’s really inportant that | want to tal k about is
new i nformati on and whet her new i nformation that we

find is significant. This is something, this is not
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only sonmething that we | ook for, but NRC staff | ooks
for this, the applicant and their staff is constantly
| ooking for new information, and that’s one of the
reasons and one of the things the we di scussed at the
scoping neeting is do you have newinformation t hat we
shoul d | ook at?

This is something we | ooked at with the
state agencies and the federal agencies and said do
you have new informati on? And one of the things that
came up was the, that was brought up by the New York
St at e Depart ment of Environmental Conservation was the
issues related to the revetnent. |f you remenber that
picture in the, of the shoreline, that shoreline is
protected with riprap and stuff. Sonmebody at one of
the neetings says well, is there a differential
erosi on of that shoreline beyond that revetnment? |Is
there or could the revetnent cause a change in the
rate of erosion related to the areas that aren't
protected and stuff?

Vel |, that sounded |i ke new infornmation.
It sounded |i ke somet hing newand it could potentially
effect the Jland wuse or aquatic environnents,
terrestrial environnents. So we |ooked at that, the
| i censee | ooked at that, did a survey. W discussed

this with the state agenci es that brought this up and
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we reviewed the information about the shoreline
erosi on and t he desi gn of the revetnment at G nna. And
the staff prelimnary concl udes t hat t he conment s made
by the New York State Departnment and Environnental
Conservation do not represent information that would
call into question the Conm ssion’s conclusion
regarding GEIS category one issues and that the
i mpacts on the aquatic and terrestrial resources and
| and use from the continued operation of GEIS are
smal | and that additional plant specific mitigation
neasures are not warranted at this tine.

So that's part of the process and one of
the i ssues that we eval uated because of the conment
nmeeti ngs.

Next area of comments are the cumul ative
effects. One of the things that is required by NEPA,
requi red by NRC and their guidance for doing inpact
statenents i s considering inpacts of renewal in termns
of past actions, present actions, and foreseeabl e,
reasonably foreseeabl e future actions. This was al so
brought up at the scoping neeting. Sonebody asked
what are you going to do about cunul ative inpacts?

VWll, we did and we docunented that
assessment in the draft SEIS and would like you to

| ook at that. W had two concerns there. How do you
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tenporarily confine or bracket what you' re going to
| ook at -- not confine, but bracket? And we said
we're going to start with when that site was changed,
when the construction started, when the plant
construction began. And then go 20 years beyond the
| i cense. That would be the foreseeable, the current
s what’ s going on now and the foreseeable future.
Then we had to spati al |y defi ne what we’'re
| ooking at. It turns out that there wasn’t one answer
for that because for each one of these resources, it
was di fferent. For the aquatic resources we had the
| ake there. That’s where the aquatic resources of the
pl ant are associ ated with Lake Ontari o. And we | ooked
at that. For the terrestrial environment, we were
very concerned about the transm ssion corridors and
areas around that for threatened endangered speci es.
W | ooked at counties around t he pl ant and
whet her or not any plants or ani mal s occurred there or
coul d possibly occur there in the foreseeable future.
For the socio-economc stuff, we |ooked at the
counties where the people live, that work there, the
traffic patterns, you knowwhere they drive their cars
to and fromwork, where the taxes are paid to which
counties, and stuff and | ooked at those cumul ative

ef fects.
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After we | ooked at all these things, we
found no significant cumul ative inpacts and no need
for any further mtigation related to that.

Next slide please.

(Slide change.)

MR. NEI TZEL: Two ot her things we | ooked
at were the wuranium fuel cycle and solid waste
managenment and deconm ssi oni ng. Environmental issues
associated with the fuel cycle and solid waste
managenent wer e di scussed i nthe generic environnent al
i npact statenent for |icense renewal. The staff did
not identify any newinformation on this issue during
its independent review of Gnna, the visit or the
scopi ng process or for cooments and for all of these
i ssues related to the fuel cycl e and wast e managenent,
the staff concluded that the inpacts are small and
that no new mtigation is required.

Deconmi ssi oni ng, again, the NRC has an
i mpact statenment related to deconm ssioning. Ve
| ooked at that and how that relates specifically to
G nna. These are the i npacts that nmay occur after the
pl ant i s shut down. And again, we saw no differences
fromthat generic inpact statenment. There was no new
information and nothing to change the inpact

statenents that are in the GEIS.
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Next sl i de.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR. NEI TZEL: Second to the last slide in
case you’'re wonderi ng. One of the things that is
requi red again by CQ NEPA, and NRC is when you | ook
at a proposed action, you have to look at
alternatives. The nost inportant one here is the no
action. No action is defined by not renew ng the
| i cense. That’s what we [|ooked at and then

alternative energy sources. These are alternativesto

the license renewal. W |ooked at new generation,
purchases, oil, wi nd, sol ar generation, conservati on,
and then inportantly conbinations of t hose

al ternatives.

Again, for each one of these we review
each of these issues in aquatic, terrestrial, socio-
econom c, went through that Ilist each tine and
conpared the proposed action and the alternatives to
the no action to | ook at that.

Last slide

(Slide change.)

MR, NEI TZEL: And the prelimnary
conclusions for the alternatives, the alternatives
including the no action alternatives may have

environnental effects in at |east some inpact
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cat egori es that reach noderate or | arge significance.
And this is all conpared across, and t hose conpari sons
in atable of each one of thoseisinthe GEIS. So at
this tinme, Chip, |I’ve concluded.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Thank you, that was a
great summary. Let’s see if anybody has sone
qguestions for you on the prelimnary concl usions, as
you poi nted out.

Any questions on the anal ysis that was on
the draft environnental statenent?

MR NEI TZEL: There’'s one there in the

back, Chip.
MODERATCOR CAMERON:  Ah, good.
MR. NEI TZEL: And one over here too.
MODERATOR CAMERON:  Ckay, let’s go back
here and then go over there. |If you could just give

us your nane, sir?

DR. LOOMS: Hi, I'"'mDr. NormLoom s, Town
Health Officer, also live on the |ake, used to live
directly across fromthe plant. Simlar studies were
done prior to building the plant in 1969, when it
opened in 1969 or 1970. Were there any changes from
their conclusions to those at this tine in your
st udi es?

MODERATCOR CAMERON:  Thank you, Dr. Loom s.
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MR. NEI TZEL: Yes, do you want to address

t hat, Bob?

MR.  SCHAAF: | think the answer there
woul d be that yeah, there is a different in the
conclusions. The original study | ooked at the i npact
of actually building a facility taking a greenfield,
SO you’re going to have sone inpacts associated with
that and then this study |ooks at the increnental
i mpact of the additional term of operation. You' ve
got this plant in place. It’s operating. 1t’s having
what ever i npacts the origi nal study suggestedit would
have and what we’'re focusing on here is the
incremental effect of allowi ng the plant to continue
to operate versus ceasi ng operation at the end of its
i cense term

MODERATOR CAMERON: Does that get to your
point, Dr. Loonmis or would you liketoclarify at all?

DR LOOMS: It gets tothe end of it, but
were there any surprises? Wre there any changes in
the environnental stuff relating to the | ake and the
surrounding area fromthat earlier study?

MODERATOR CAMERON: This is M. Mke
Masni k fromthe NRC Staff.

MR. MASNIK: M ke Masni k. Mich of the

effort back then was predictive and it was based on
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t he environnmental conditions at the tinme. As we all
know, for exanple, the |ake has changed, species,
conposition of fish and such, but overall the
conclusions on inpact to the environnment that were
predicted seenmed to be borne out by the studies
conducted since then and what we found in our
eval uation last fall.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Okay, great. Thank
you. Let’s go over here to M. TimJudson. And Tim
pl ease i ntroduce yourself to us.

MR, JUDSON:. Yes, ny nane is TimJudson.
I"’mwith the Citizens Anar eness Network i n Central New
York. | guess | have two questions. | guess | could
ask them both at the same tine. One has to do with
this i ssue about the radi ol ogi cal inpacts. And doing
that evaluation, did the NRC actually | ook at public
health data in terns of the |l evel of disease in the
conmunities that you know are in the effluent pathway
of the reactor?

MODERATOR CAMERON: Di d you have a second
guestion too?

MR. JUDSON: The second question has to do
with high | evel waste storage and whet her the study
actually looked at the incremental effect of

generating | think it is up to 250 tons nore high
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| evel radioactive waste spent fuel that woul d need to
be stored in the community?

MR. NEI TZEL: Ckay, Rich, are you going to
address the questions?

MODERATOR CAMERON: This is the first
guestion that Timraised relates to what | think are
commonly referred to as epidem ol ogy studies to see
what types of health effects there arein acomunity,
and M. Rich Enth is a health physicist with the NRC
who perhaps can shed sone |ight on that generally.
And i f we know anyt hi ng speci fical |y about what’ s been
done i n New York or this region that woul d be hel pful.

Rich? Al right. And then Timmy have
a follow up on that after you get done.

MR, EMCH: As | understand it, well,
actual ly, the nost direct answer that there was no new
exam nation of health studies inthe area around G nna
as part of this review process. However, and as far
as | know, that’s true both for the state and for us.
W didn’'t do any new studies. However, we do rely on
there’ s sone studies that’s been done in the past and
mai nly though it is an issue of we did | ook at what
ki nds of effluence, what ki nds of doses there m ght be
fromthe -- am| still not close enough?

We di d | ook at what ki nds of effl uence are
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bei ng rel eased fromthe plant and what ki nds of doses
coul d be estimated fromthose rel eases, and those are
very small. And fromthat, the inference is no, we
did not need to go do or did not need to go exam ne
addi tional health studies and sort of thing. The
doses at which damage has been found, if you wll,
i mpacts have been found, they're in the range of say,
10,000 mllirem |’m using that particular thing
because | ' mgoi ng to ki nd of wal k our way down t hr ough
her e.
St udi es i ke t he Bi er report,
i nternational studies have shown that there are
i npacts, health inpacts, above say 10,000 mllirem
In fact, there’s been many studies,

literally thousands of studies of the inpact of
radi ati on on human heal th, and none of those studies
have shown inpacts at the | ower doses, the kinds of
doses we’'re going to be tal king about here. As a
menber of the human race living on this planet, we all
recei ve somewhere i n the nei ghborhood of 300 millirem
a year from various -- a naturally occurring
radi onucl ides and things |li ke that. So you knowwe're
starting off with 10,000 is the place where inpacts
have been seen. Now we’re done to what we all receive

every year, which is the 300.
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The NRC s regul ations for effluence from
nucl ear power plants allow doses in the range fromb5
to 10 mlliremper year fromoperational plant. And
in fact, after | ooking at the effluent data for this
plant, the doses from gaseous and l|iquid effluence
fromthis plant to the maximally exposed indivi dua
are well belowone. They' re inthe range of a 10t h of
amlliremor less. So at those doses, there was no
reason to believe that anything additional need to be
| ooked at as far as health consequences. Does that
answer your question?

MR JUDSON: Well, it does. | nean, ny
guestion was just whether you actually | ooked at the
data on the | evel s of disease in the conmunity, and it
sounds |ike you didn't.

MR. EMCH. That’s correct.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  And the NRC, if there
wer e studi es that showed that there were increases in
cancer or sonething like that in the conmunity, that
woul d be the type of information that you woul dn’t
want to know about.

MR EMCH: W were not made aware of
anything likethat. If thereis suchinformation, we,
of course, would be very interested in seeingit, yes.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  And we did check with
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t he state, New York St ate Departnment who usual |y deal s
with that.

MR. EMCH. Yes, that’s correct.

MODERATOR CAMERON: Al right. Tim
before we go to the high | evel waste question, do you
want to add anything on this? Ckay.

Spent fuel storage, John Tappert?

MR. TAPPERT: The question | had was the
additional waste only generated during the renewal
peri od eval uated? And when Duane was goi ng through
the original structure of howwe do these reviews, he
tal ked about the generic environnental i npact
statenent that | ooked at generic i ssues and then site
specific issues. The waste that will be associ ated
wi th an additional 20 years of operation is a generic
I ssue. That will be simlar inpacts at all the
operati ng power plants.

So in fact, it was evaluated, but it was
evaluated in that generic environnental i npact
statenent. And during our review, we did not identify
any additional new and significant information that
woul d chal | enge those earlier assessnents.

Addi tionally, the Comm ssion has nmade a
judgnment as codifiedinthe regul ations that waste can

be safely stored at reactor sites for up to 30 years
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beyond the expiration of the operating |icense. And
that includes the renewal term Those are the two
el ements that | think address your question.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Anyt hing to add onto
t hat one, Tin®

MR, JUDSON: It’s curious that you say
that that’s a generic issue. Since the Departnent of
Energy, in doing its own environnmental imnpact
statenent about you know, sort of actually nmoving a
| ot of the waste out to Yucca Mountain found that if
you assume that G nna is going to be relicensed that
in 40 years when Yucca is full and can’t accept any
nore waste that there’s still going to be 102 netric
tons of high |evel waste sitting at that site. And
you know, if you didn’t do the |license extension, that
woul dn’t be true.

Canada does not support Yucca Mountain.
There’s a lot of problens with that dunp site, but
given that the NRC seens to you know, take Yucca
Mount ai n goi ng forward i nto account of a | ot of other
things it does, it seens like areally rel evant issue
internms of site-specific inpact that if this |license
extensi on goes forward, there’ s probably going to be
probably at |east 100 tons of waste sitting here for

an indeterm nate period of tine.
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MR. TAPPERT: Vell, when we say it’s

generic, it doesn’'t nean that’s necessarily noinpact.
It’s just that the inpacts associated with the
extension at G nna woul d be sonewhere simlar to the
extension at any other nuclear power plant. And the
i mpacts associ ated with that were consi stent and f ound
to be acceptable. Now the point that you’ re making
t hat Yucca Mountain that it is not |icensed, which it
is not, but that’s a national |evel decision and the
Depart nent of Energy and the Congress and the NRC are
dealing with that.

But t he Commi ssi on has determ nedthat the
waste is not in jeopardy right now It can be safely
stored on site and that there will be a geol ogical
repository, be it Yucca Mountain or sone other place
within the first quarter of the century. So that's
where we are today.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  And | know that Tim
knows about this process that’s going on now  But
per haps ot her people mght be interested in the fact
that the NRCis revisiting the generic environnental
i npact statement on license renewal. And | take it
that Timis point is that if there’'s extra spent fuel
generated because of license renewal, which just

exacerbates the high |l evel waste problem Nowthat’'s
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the type of issue that this issue would probably be
that you would refer over, also refer over to the
peopl e doing the regional, the revisit.

I's that correct, John?

MR. TAPPERT: Yes, Chip, and that’ s a good
point which | should have raised earlier. The
transportation and t he fuel cycl e issues are addressed
inthe generic environmental inmpact statenment. Now as
a policy matter, we're updating that on a 10-year
basis. Nowthat 10 years is comng up, it expires in
2006. So right now we're actually seeking public
comment through Septenber on issues that should be
addressed in that generic, environnental inpact
statement. And there’'s a license renewal, there’'s a
website to recei ve corments on that, and there’s ot her
addresses | can give you as well. So if you're
interested in taking on this category one or generic
i ssues, that will be the forumto do it.

MODERATOR CAMERON: Ckay, thank vyou.
Ot her questions onthe prelimnary conclusions inthe
draft environnental inpact statement at this point?
And agai n, we can go back after the formal conment and
see i f anybody has any ot her questions at that point.
Why don’t we go on to Mark Rubin, and thank you very

much Duane. And Mark is going to talk about severe
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accident mtigation alternatives, and then we'll go
back out for questions and | think Bob Schaaf after
that will tell people howto subnmt comments and t hen
we' Il go out to you for formal comrents. Mark?

MR, RUBI N: Thank you, Chip. As Chip
mentioned wearlier, |1 am Section Chief in the
Probabilistic Safety Assessnent Branch, which is
nucl ear reactor regul ati on. The Conm ssion has -- am
| tuned in here? I'"malittle short for this. As the
Conmi ssion has determined that the environnental
assessnment for Gnna for all the license renewal
plants, will include a plant specific assessnent,
severe accident mtigation alternatives, even though
severe accident risks for all reactors have been shown
to be quite snall.

Now what’s a severe accident? \Wen the
plants are -- and this is very different from the
designed based accidents that the plants were
originally licensed for. VWen the plants were
originally licensed, they were assessed against
desi gned basi s accidents. They’' re prescribed sets of
accidents -- they're very conplete, very specific,
i nvol vi ng such t hings as pi pe breaks, normally call ed
| oss-of -cool ant acci dents, equipnent failure, nost

conservative assunptions in the analysis. And the
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pl ants were shown to be very robust, have a |ot of
capabilities for survivingthese acci dents and neeti ng
very prescriptive accident evaluation criteria.

Both the safety and the environnental
i mpacts were shown to be very small during the
original plant licensing. Sincethat tinme, additional
t echni ques have been devel oped cal |l ed t he
probabalistic risk assessnent, severe accident
assessment, that giveus the ability to |l ook at events
that are nore conplex events that are of a very | ow
probability. Very |lowfrequency. These go beyond the
types of accidents that were evaluated during the
original plant licensing and the new tools we have
available allow us to nmathematically predict the
| i kel i hood, the probabilities and the consequences of
acci dents of this kind.

These severe accidents, as they' re call ed,
are hypothetical accidents of very |ow probability,
that can result in rather | arge danage to the reactor
core and sonme potential hypothetical off-site
consequences to the public.

So how do we do t hese studi es? Techni ques
cal l ed probabilisticrisk assessnent are used t o nodel
these hypothetical accidents wusing nmathematical

nodel i ng, conputer nodeling, tol ook at very conpl ex,
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very | ong sequences of equi pnent failure, what we call
accident initiators, that progress through a | ot of
failures to give severe danmage to the reactor core.

And studies Ilike these are wused to
eval uate t he severe accident mtigation alternatives,
which are ways to reduce the likelihood of the
consequences of these beyond design basis severe
accidents. |f you go onto the next viewgraph, thank
you.

(Slide change.)

MR. RUBIN. So how s all this done? How s
this SAMA anal ysis conducted? Conceptually, it is
rat her sinple, though the tools and techni ques used
arerelativity conplex. The first step of the process
is to characterize the overall plant risk. Wat are
the |ikelihood, what are the consequences of these
severe accidents? And for that, as |’ve nentioned
bef or e, we used the technique called PRA,
probabilistic risk assessnent, whichis essentially a
nodel , an anal yti cal, mat hemati cal nodel of the pl ant,
all of the inportant conponents, structures, wth
failure Iikelihoods, nodels, mathematical nodel s of
the success of these systens and how they have to
respond to keep a severe accident from occurring.

And t hese studies will typically give you
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frequenci es of various types of severe accidents and
al so li keli hoods of such t hings as contai nnent failure
and off-site consequences, as you carry themout to
t he extrene of those types of studies that can be done
wi th our current anal ytical tools. That woul d be the
first stepin a SAVA anal ysis process, whichis a good
conpl et e, pl ant specific, probabilistic risk
assessnent .

The next step in the SAMA analysis is to
identify potential plant inprovenents based on the
insights that you get fromthe PRA. And typically,
the assessnent that was done by Rochester Gas and
Electric would look at such things as hardware
nodi ficati ons, procedure changes, training program
i mprovenents, a full spectrum of pot enti al
i mprovenents to the plant and its operating process
and procedures.

Typically, what we’re | ooking for in our
assessnment of the SAMA process are changes,
nodi fications, inprovenents, that would reduce the
i kel i hood of core danage in a severe accident, or
i nprove the response of the containnment follow ng a
severe accident, so there woul d be no rel eases to the
envi ronnent .

After you veidentifiedthe primary set of
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potential inprovenents, then the real key in doing a
SAMA analysis is to quantify the risk reduction
potential and inplenentation cost.

Again, that’s done using a nultitude of
anal ytical tools that attenpt to predict and t o nodel
howt hese i nprovenents wi || reduce t he severe acci dent
risk. Nanely, it will | ook at the probabilities of

t hese severe accidents, and there’s a whol e sequence

of the scenarios that are involved. And these
i mprovenments will result in some, hopefully,
potentially, result in sonme reduction in the

probability of the severe accidents or their
consequences or contai nment response.

At the same tine, you |ook at the
i npl ement ati on cost of actual |y maki ng t he changes so
that you can get a sense of what we call cost benefit
assessnent. Nanely, are the benefits through the
reduction in the severe accident |ikelihood or
consequences nore beneficial than the inplenentation
costs of doing the i nprovenent? After |ooking at the
cost benefit results, both the benefits and the costs,
at the end, we'll look at whether the potenti al
i mprovenents, if any of them are shown to be cost
beneficial, are actually related to a | icense renewal

type of issue. Nanely, sonething that’s an aging
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rel ated degradation type of issue.

Go onto the new view graph

(Slide change.)

MR,  RUBI N: The evaluation and SAVA
analysis initially |ooked at about 200 candidate
i mprovenents, and through a set of very screening
eval uations, w nnowed them down to a mnuch nore
manageabl e level, ultimtely eight ones that were
given a detail ed anal ysi s.

Typically, when you do these types of
eval uations, you start out doingafairly conservative
anal ysis. You look at what risk you can, residual
risk that the plant has from the severe accident
eval uations that are done. And you neke very
sinplistic assunptions. If you can make all the risk
in a certain area go away, then that’s the maximm
benefit you coul d get froma category of inprovenent.

So you meke sone rather sinplifying
assunptions when you start out to find out which
candi dates would potentially give you a reasonable
amount of benefit. And as these went down a nore
conpl ete eval uati on process, there were a set of ei ght
t hat were given a nore detail ed, both engi neering and
cost benefit evaluation to get a nore conplete

anal ytical result, what the benefits were and what t he
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costs were.

When thi s was conpl eted, two of the eight
i mprovenents that were subjectedtothe detail ed study
were found to be cost beneficial. Nanely, the
reduction inrisk that you achi eved frominpl enenti ng
t hose i nprovenments were nore than the cost of doing
them And what do we mean when we say the benefit?
To cal cul ate the benefit, the PRA nodel is used with
sonme of f-site dose-consequence nodels to | ook at the
potential severe accident inpact on both the external
environnent, as well as the plant itself.

So it is afairly conplete assessnent of
the total cost, averted cost is what we call it, of
the severe accident being reduced in probability or
consequences. Both the off-site health inpact,
of f-site econom c inpact, and on-site inpacts. And
those are all compared with the cost of doing the
i mprovenent to see if it is cost beneficial. The two
that were found to be cost beneficial followi ng this
eval uati on was addition of a third di esel generator,
whi ch would be of assistance during what we call
station bl ackout severe accidents. And that’'s the
type of acci dent that postulates that all the multiple
safety systens providing on-site AC energency power

were to fail and that this additional source of power
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woul d provi de AC power to keep nmintaining core heat
removal .

It was a fairly expensive inprovenent,
about $400, 000 was the initial estimte. But it gave
a reasonabl e risk reduction, and so in this case was
found to be cost beneficial. Additionally, the cross
connection revisiontothe procedures of repairingthe
chargi ng punps was al so found to be cost beneficial.
Thi s woul d cross connect the B and C chargi ng punps to
train Apower sourceto essentially provide additional
protection during severe accident fire scenario
acci dents.

Go on to the next view graph.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR, RUBI N: Vell, basically these two
SAMAs were found to be cost beneficial using typical
traditional cost benefit analysis. The risk for the
plant, in general, was quite | owand t he benefits from
t hese two i nprovenents were reasonable. They weren’t
exceedingly |l arge, but because of the costs and the
benefits, they were shown to be cost beneficial.
However, neither of these are an aging related
degradation issue. And so they're not specifically
related to the license renewal process itself.

Consequent |y, these i nprovenents woul d not
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be required as part of the license renewal process,
but rather wll be entered into the plant’s
prioritization schene for planned upgrades, design
enhancenments, and, infact, the staff will also follow
up on this issue as part of putting it into our safety
process to continue to followthe licensee’s plans in
this area.

That conpl etes t he SAMA eval uationand |’d
be glad to answer any questions | coul d.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Thanks a | ot, Mark.
It was a good exanple, | think, of howthings that are
identified during license renewal but perhaps not
i mpl enent ed because it doesn’t tie in or inplenent it
t hrough other NRC activities. But are there any
guestions on this? Yes, sir. And please tell us who
you are.

MR. SANTI ROCCO |’ m Raynond Santirocco,
and for thereporter that’s SA-NT-1-ROGCGCO | am
a nmenber of the Monroe County Legislature. [|'mthe
Chai rman of the Public Safety Conmittee, and t he i ssue
of radiol ogical safety conmes under the purvi ew of our
conmittee. That’'s sonething |’mvery interested in.
In a prior life, | had also been public safety
commi ssioner of the county back at the tine we first

started planning for accidents when NUREG 0654 was
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first issued.

So |’ ve been follow ngthe history of this
with some interest. And | have a question wth
respect to the cost benefit analysis of the SAVA
process. And there’'s sonmething that’s troubled ne
about cost benefit anal ysis, in general, and maybe you
have sone thoughts on it. The cost associated with
t hese i nprovenents are general ly costs that are goi ng
to be incurred by the operator. The exanple that you
gave of these two, the costs incurred by the operator,
yet the benefits or the avoided cost as you pointed
out can occur, you know, anywhere. It can save sone
farmer 15 mles downw nd sone noney.

Therefore, it has al ways seened to ne t hat
you’'re conparing inconparable things, and you're
conparing benefits that nay accrue to certain people
to costs that are incurred by other people. And can
you equate those?

MR RUBIN. It’s a profound question, of
course. | think we can conmpare them W’ re |ooking
at inpacts on society as a whole. W’re | ooking at
t he costs of i npl ementing reductions in publicinpact,
public risk. By the nature of the process, the cost
to reduce public risk will come upon the utility if

they’' re the operator of the plant.
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The nethodology used is a relatively
straightforward one that’s pretty consistently used,
certainly within the nuclear industry.

| believe it is also used throughout the
governnent, in general, totry and get a handl e on the
relative benefits versus the relative costs. And in
doi ng that, your choice of 50 m | es was an i nteresting
one, because indeed that’s the di stance that they net
with the nodels, will typically produce the off-site
consequences to generate the cost benefit nunbers.

The calculation will look at both the
salient inpacts, but also the plant inpacts. And in
that typically there can be sone very | arge inpacts,
t he repl acenent cost for exanpl e, the real actual cost
to the workers, is as conplete a nodel as a deci sion
maker from our perspective can meke it.

If we were to | eave out the, for exanpl e,
the cost to the utility, that would tend to make the
changes | ess beneficial and | ess attractive. So what
we do is we try to include as many of the costs as
possible in the analysis, because it tends to make
things nore attractive to inplement, to correct, to
fix, to reduce the risk from

To look at the inpact, that’s the other

side of the equation, the nodels we use and the
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anal ytical nethods are as conplete as we can nake
them |ooking at both the inpact of the |and
contam nation, the public health inpacts, which are
fromthe external side the nost significant ones. But
as |’ve said, we don't stop there, we al so | ook at the
on-site costs to make sure we have a nore |evel
playing field.

So there’s not an absolutely correct
answer to your question. But what we try to do is
make the analysis process as conplete as we can
reasonably can nmake it so that we have a really well
founded, anal ytical decision making framework to try
t o make appropriate decisions from Andif -- that's
a good answer?

MODERATOR CAMERON: Let’s get sone input
from Rich Ench and then we’'ll cone back to M.
Santirocco to see if he has anything el se that wants
to say.

Rich, do you have something to add on
t hat ?

MR. EMCH: In away, your comment i s al ong
the lines of why does the guy who is living at 50
mles care hownuch it costs this utility to put this
thing in here that’s going to help save his life?

Ri ght? Ckay.
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I’mnot sure if the 50 mles exanple is
perfect, but let’s remenber that this power plant is
produci ng electricity for the people in this region.
| don’t know about the guy 50 mles, but a lot of the
people within 50 mles, and the costs ultimtely of
what ever they do here to operate this plant and to
make changes to the plant, to nake it safer, those
costs get carried over to a | east sone degree i n what
that farnmer whoever pays in terns of his electric
bill.

So that nmakes it a little bit nore of a
you know, a cost and the benefit inpact on that
i ndi vidual to sone degree. | just thought |I’d nention
t hat .

MODERATCR CAMERON:  Thank you, Rich

M. Santirocco, do you want to add
anyt hi ng?

MR SANTI ROCCO well, | thank both
gentl emen for very conpl ete responses, and | think I’ m
convinced, well convinced, that the process of
analysis identifies all of the factors to the extent
that it is humanly possible to do so.

How you add them up and how you do the
arithmetic when you get themall identified | guess we

can occasionally disagree a little bit.
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MR. RUBIN: | can just reference you to
t he source docunent to the way the analysis is done,

if that would be of any help to you. It is NUREG

BR0184.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  And what is thetitle
of that?

MR. RUBIN: Unfortunately, | didn't jot it
down.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  All right. Well, if
anybody needs, wants a copy or whatever we can
obvi ously get that for you.

So are there other questions about the
severe accident mtigationalternatives at this point?

Al right, thank you very much, Mark.

And Bob is just going to give us a run
down on howto submt coments and then we’re goingto
go out to you for nmore formal comment.

MR. SCHAAF: Right, and we’'re running a
little long so I’'Il try to nove smartly through this
SO we can get to your coments. Turning to our
overall prelimnary conclusions, we found that the
i mpacts of license renewal are small in all inpact
ar eas.

W al so concluded that the alternative

actions including the no action alternative may have
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environnental effects in at [|east some inpact
cat egori es that reach noderate or | arge significance.

Based on these results, our prelimnary
recormendation is that the adverse environnental
i mpacts of |icense renewal for G nna are not so great
that preserving the option of license renewal for
ener gy pl anni ng deci si on makers woul d be unr easonabl e.
It’s a wordy phrase. 1It’'s the way our regulation is
witten on license renewal .

(Slide change.)

MR. SCHAAF: This slide provides a quick
recap of the current status of the review. W issued
the draft environnmental inpact statenment on June 25.
We're currently in the mddle of the public conment
peri od, schedul ed to cl ose on Septenber 16th, and our
goal is to address public coments including any
necessary changes to the draft and issue the fina
statement in February of next year

W can mail a copy to anyone who is
interested inreceiving a copy, if youfill out one of
the blue or yellow cards at our registration desk
After the docunent is issued, it will be reviewed by
the EPA. They' |l have 30 days in which to nake a
determination as to the acceptability of the fina

i mpact statenent. After that point, it wll be
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avai l abl e as providing part of the basis for the NRC s
deci sion on the proposed |icense renewal .

The final statenent along with the safety
eval uationreport, i nspectionreports, and ACRSreport
whi ch Russ described earlier will be considered by t he
Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation in nmaking a
final decision regarding whether to issue a new
renewed |icense to G nna.

The NRC staff and our |ab personnel are
here today to answer your questions. Feel free to
talk to us after the neeting. If you have any
guestions after today, you can contact nme directly at
t he phone nunber provided on the slide.

This slide also provides options for
accessing the draft inpact statenent for your review
and conment. We do have sone copi es avail abl e t oday
at the back of the room The Ontario and Rochester
public |ibraries have copi es avail abl e for revi ew and
t he docunent is also available on the internet at the
address shown on the slide.

Next slide, please.

(Sl'ide change.)

MR.  SCHAAF: This nmeeting is being
transcri bed, and the coments provided here will be

considered in finalizing the draft environmental
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I mpact statenent. OQutside of this neeting, there are,
| believe, four ways to provi de comrents. W have t he
three options identified on the slide, which are you
can mail us comments at the address shown. [If you
happen to be i n Rockville, Maryl and, feel freeto stop
into our office and provide witten coments. O they
can be provided by e-mail to the address given here.

You may al so provi de conments through an
on-line comrent form which is available when you
access the web copy of the Draft |npact Statenent
di scussed on the previous slide.

Al'l comrents provided t hrough al | net hods
will be considered in preparing the final inpact
statement. That concludes ny wap up.

I'd like to thank the Ontario fire
departnent for allowing us to use their hall today.
I’d also like to thank you all for taking tine to
attend for your questions and | look forward to
heari ng your coments.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Thank you, Bob. If
there are any questions about process after we get
done with the comments, | think we’'ll have tine to
field them But let’'s nove on to the coments.

Do you have sonething else to say? Go

ahead, Bob.
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MR, SCHAAF: | also just wanted to point

out anyone who hadn’t caught it i s we do have pitchers
of water available over in the corner. | encourage
you to avail yourselves of a cool drink.

MODERATOR CAMERON: Okay, thanks Bob.
Let’s goto M. Mchael Havens first fromthe Central
School District, in Wayne County, right?

MR. HAVENS: Wayne Central .

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Wayne Central. Okay,
t hank you.

MR. HAVENS: Good afternoon. First 1'd
like to thank the NRC for com ng out here to Ontari o.
You seened to have chased the rain away and we
appreciate that after about a week of unrelenting
rain, and also for the opportunity for all of us to
speak here about the relicensing of the G nna Nucl ear
Power Pl ant.

As has been said, ny nanme is M chael
Havens. |’ mthe superintendent of the Wayne Centr al
School District, located primarily hereinthetown of
Ontario and al so the town of Wal nout h, al t hough we are
in parts of the town of Wbster, parts of town of
Merriam WIIianmson, and Penfield.

The G nna nucl ear power plant is | ocated

wi thin our school district. As a matter of fact, it
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is approximately six mles fromour high school, our
m ddl e school, and two of our three elenentary
schools. | say that and say that 1’ mhere to support
the relicensing of the G nna nucl ear power plant. And
| say that primarily for three reasons.

First of all, the G nna plant has been an
excel | ent corporate nei ghbor. It also provides a
great tax base for the school district, and lastly, it
provi des a good standard of living for the parents of
our children that are here. And let ne talk alittle
about the econom c tax base, first of all. Over the
| ast five years, the G nna nuclear power plant has
provided us with nmore than $15 mllion worth of
revenue.

And in fact, just this last year they
provided nore than $3.1 mllion of tax revenue for
our children. Nowthat represented about 21.9 percent
of the tax revenue generated for our school district.
That nmeans that about one in every five dollars is
spent fromtax revenue for our children conmes from
t hat one plant.

Conversely, the loss of that would be
di sastrous both for our school children and al so for
the tax payers would have to nake up the difference.

Secondly, in ternms of being a good
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cor porat e nei ghbor, while |l nust admt it is scary for
all of us to think about an acci dent at the plant, and
especially for me, who i s responsi ble for about 2,900
children, | alsorealize that the G nna nucl ear power
pl ant i s recogni zed nationally, is one of the best run
pl ant s.

Al so, we are confident in plant manager
Joe Wday and people like Rick Watts and the others
who operate the plant. And in fact, particularly
post-9/11, we feel very confortableit’s asecuresite
with the addition of the National Guardspeople.

We al so run annual evacuation drills and
feel we are prepared for an energency should it
happen.

Lastly is the standard of living that it
provides my children. The G nna nucl ear power pl ant
itself provi des about 500 jobs. Additionally, there’'s
about 300 related jobs through private conpanies.
That provides a standard of living to the people who
wor k t here, nmost of which the people who live herein
our conmunity and provi des decent houses, it provides
mddle <class values and opportunities for our
chi l dren.

In fact, | have to say that those of us

that live here in Ontario would say that we kind of
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have t he best of both worlds. We livein avery rural
at nosphere, yet we have the econom c base of a nore
suburban area. So fromny perspective, G nna has been
a good corporate neighbor. It provides a great
econom c tax base and it al so provi des a good standard
of I'iving for our children, and | whol eheartedly | ook
forward to continue support of G nna and hope that
there’s success with the relicensing. Thank you.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Thank you very nuch,
M. Havens. W' re going to go to M. Robert Mecredy
next, who is the Vice President of Nucl ear Operations
for Rochester Gas and Electrictotell usalittle bit
about their vision and rationale for the license
renewal application, and then we’'re goingto goto M.
Tim Judson from Citizen's Awareness NetworKk.

M. Mecredy.

MR.  MECREDY: Thanks, Chi p. | am Bob
Mecredy, Vice President of Nucl ear Operations for R&RE
and have responsibility for the operation of G nna.
| appreciate the opportunity to conment. RGXE
submitted its application, our application, for a
| i cense renewal just about a year ago. W’ re seeking
the license renewal in order to preserve the optionto
operate Gnna in the renewed period. And this

recogni zes the fact that G nna and the electricity it
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produces can be a val uabl e asset to the community and,
in fact, to the state.

Because G nna produces about half the
el ectricity on an annual basis is that it is used in
the RG&E service territory. So it’s not an
insignificant contribution to the |ocal area.

The NRC i s seeking comments here as part
of the review, and this is but one step and once the
safety review has been comented on wll be
forthcom ng and we | ook forward to reviewi ng the NRC s
safety review when it is issued here in the next
several nonths.

RG&GE and the enployees of G nna take
seriously and always have our responsibility to
operate safely and to mninm ze the i npact of the pl ant
and our operations on the environnent. An early,
relatively smal |, but yet very visibl e exanpl e of that
intention that’s paid to the environnent is the
attention paid to the aesthetics of the plant and t he
design provides that the plant blends into the
environnent. And we continue that attention not just
to the aesthetics, but also to the overall
envi ronnental well being.

We continue to nonitor our safety and the

environmental performance. W |learn fromothers. W
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search for way to i nprove our performance. There al so
i s ongoi ng i ndependent oversight by the NRC and by
ot hers.

In our application, we did conduct an
environnental review using our own experts and
speci alists and outside experts. And our concl usion
was that operation in the extended period would be
acceptabl e from an environnental standpoint.

As you’'ve heard, the NRC s prelimnary
conclusion is that there’s no reason from an
envi ronnental inpact statenent here not to renewthe
l'i cense. And we concur wth that prelimnary
conclusion. It should be noted and it’s inmportant to
note that as we continue to operate, we will continue
to set as a priority safe and environnmentally
responsi bl e operation. W’ Il continually nonitor and
measur e our performance agai nst standards, and we’ ||
search out ways to inprove our performance. Thank
you.

MODERATOR CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you, Bob.

Next we’'re going to hear from Ti mJudson
fromdCitizens Awareness NetworKk.

MR. JUDSON: Thanks, Chip. W appreciate
the opportunity to give coments. My nane is Tim

Judson. I'mwi th the Central New York chapter of the
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Citizens Awareness Network. | actually live in
Syracuse, New York. But |I’mhere today because of the
sort of the regional concern about the inpact of this
relicensing decision. And it is actually going to be
the first in a series of relicensing decisions that
goes on in our area. The next ones to come up
actually they' re going to apply to relicense both the
Nine-M1le Point reactors cone COctober.

And you know, when | was here at the
meeting i n Novenber, the first of these neetings about
this environnental review You know, seeing that
there were a lot of sort of dead el ephants sitting
around the roomthat no one was real ly tal ki ng about.
It isinteresting that those dead el ephants are stil
there and they’'re still not being tal ked about. As
the NRCis sort of slicing and dicing its way through
this decision, one of the things that have cone that
seens fundanmental and we actually |ooked into this
that there’s actually in ternms of the end of the
regi ons energy needs, there’s no need for G nna for
electricity.

In fact, there’s an article that was
publ i shed in the Syracuse Post Standard two years ago
that laid out that Central and Western New York

actual Iy generat e about 50 percent nore power than we
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ever need, even on the hottest day. And G nna
represents |l ess than 10 percent of that surplus, and
it is less than 3 percent of the total energy
generationintheregion. Andit isreally remarkable
in looking at this whole issue of whether it nmakes
sense to preserve this option, the NRC didn't even
seem to take that into account that there's this
massi ve surplus of energy in our area.

And what that neans in a lot of ways is
this whol e question about trading benefits to the
comunity versus risksisreally sort of irrelevant in
a |l ot of ways, because if you | ook at what’s going to
happen if Gnnais relicensed, and it is going to be
sold. That’s anot her one of the dead el ephants in the
room Gnnais not going to owned by RGE nuch | onger
if this |icense extension is granted.

The rat e payers are goi ng to end up payi ng
about 3 billion dollars for electricity fromthis
reactor over 20 years. You know, we can’t actually
i mprove our safety and our environment by shutting
down this reactor and spending $3 billion on other
things. W can’t conserve 3 percent of our energy in
this region for the cost of $3 billioninelectricity?
W can’t afford to pay for a thorough and good cl ean

up of the site fromall the radi oactive waste that’s
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there? And we can’t nake up for the | oss of property
taxes to the school district with $3 billion?

This really seenms |ike the kind of
guestions that needs to be addressed. And maybe it is
not the NRCthat can do that. Mybe this is sonething
that the community needs to do and that the region
needs to do and actually needs to happen through the
state. But these are fundanental issues to this whole
guestion of whether to relicense. And when you wei gh
t hat agai nst the ri sk of having this reactor operating
inthe conmunity and generating nore highlevel waste,
it is sort of bizarre that the NRC treats safety and
the creation of nuclear waste as having the sane
environnental inmpact as not doing it, which is
essentially what conmes out inthe SEISif you read it
i s that when eval uating the option of not relicensing
and the reactor shutting downin 5 years, that the NRC
says by the way there’s a | ow environnental inpact in
t hat because it nmeans it would all stop.

And then in | ooking at the risk of going
forward in terms of having accidents, in ternms of
generating you know another 200 tons of high |evel
radi oactive waste that wll be stored in the
comunity, that’s a |low inpact too. And so, of

course, the NRC is going to go along with the
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relicensing because, of course, you know they can’t
di stingui sh between operating a reactor and shutting
it down.

So there’s a lot of ways in which the
suppl enent al environment al i npact statement seens | i ke
it really m sses the point.

And it is geared nore to passing the buck
on to the Public Service Comm ssion, which is perhaps
what needs to happen. But what is really essential at
this point is that there be an eval uation of this and
maybe it is the conmunity that needs to do it. But
we're all on this boat together and we all have to
take it on.

MODERATOR CAMERON:  Thank you, Tim

I s there anybody el se that wants to speak?
Any ot her questions on issues that we didn’t cover or
anything that the NRC wants to add at this point for
public informtion?

Okay, thank you all for com ng out and
being with us today. |’ magoing to ask John Tappert to
cl ose the neeting out for us real quickly.

John?

MR. TAPPERT: And I, too, would add ny
voi ce to thank you for com ng out today and sharing

your thoughts with us.
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W have a nunber of staff and contractors
with us here today, so if you d |ike to ask anyone a
guestion on a one to one basis we'll be staying after
the neeting. Thanks again.

(Wher eupon, at 3:15 p.m, the neeting was

the record.)
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